3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


From: Ellis Koch

To: Heidi-Marie Dudek, P.E.

Cc: Wiedemer, Ashley; Bridget K. Boyd; Gerard Burke, P.E.; Thomas C Graham; Michael Posillico; Myralee Machol;
Morgan G. Graham Esq.; Gregory J. Allen; Frank Devita; Ann M. Waeger Esq.

Subject: Glen Isle: Data Gap Analysis- results: Cut-Fill analysis and Questions

Date: Thursday, July 10, 2014 10:10:00 AM

Attachments: Itr to DEC 7-10-14 cut fill and questions final.pdf

I'm pleased to provide the requested expanded cut-fill analysis and list of proposed
construction operations guidelines needing agency concurrence.

Please contact me if you have any questions.

Ellis

Ellis Koch

Consulting Director
Posillico Consulting
1750 New Highway
Farmingdale, NY 11735

O: 631-390-5755
C: 516-983-7333
fax: 516-740-0071
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We know how.”

Heide-Marie Dudek, P.E. July 10, 2014
Remedial Section A, Remedial Bureau E

Division of Environmental Remediation

New York Department of Environmental Conservation

625 Broadway

Albany, NY 12233-7017

Re: Garvies Point Redevelopment Area Glen Cove (C), Nassau County; Cut Fill Analysis
and Clarifications

Dear Ms. Dudek,

On behalf of RXR Glen Isle Partners, LLC, (The Developer) as requested, | have
enclosed the cut-fill analysis reviewed by the City for agency review. Please contact me
if you have any questions about this analysis.

A list of specific questions has also been prepared as discussed on the last Environmental
Call. The objective of the questions is to clarify the agencies’ requirements for handling
soil, and onsite procedures, among other things, during the pre-closing and construction
phases of the project, with the result being to give the developer sufficient confidence
that the potential costs and risks are understood.

As general construction operations guidelines, we note that during construction all
residual soil will be subject to Engineering Controls (ECs). (e.g. 2-ft soil cover,
foundations slabs, roadways, sidewalks, etc.). Further, soil vapor mitigation systems will
be installed under all occupied structures.

We also point out that the Insurance Data Gap Site Investigation (SI) had several positive
findings:

e No radiological exceedances were found in any of the soil scans or laboratory
samples;

e Arsenic and lead exceedances of the USEPA ROD were found sporadically, but
they are generally in areas where filling will occur or deeper than the planned
excavations;

e Copper, cadmium, and mercury exceedances of the Restricted Residential Soil
Clean-up Objectives (RRSCOs) were also found in some of the locations but they
were more sporadic and also in fill areas;

e Only one PCB exceedance was found; and

e Two pesticide exceedances were found.

Questions:
1) The November 6,2013 letter from the DEC commenting on the Insurance Data Gap
Work Plan stated:
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“All parties agreed that residual metals contamination at Parcel A will be managed
through the implementation of a two-foot soil cover and a Site Management Plan (SMP)
consistent with NYSDEC “Restricted Residential” requirements. Source material and
gross contamination will require removal.”

DEC acceptance of the following proposals or an alternate approach that the Developer
requests the DEC to present, is needed to permit the project to move ahead:

2)

3)

a) The Developer proposes to leave in place arsenic and/or lead exceedances of the
RRSCOs or USEPA ROD levels found during the Sl if they will not be
encountered during construction?

b) The Developer proposes to reuse all soil from excavations on the property where
they are generated as the cut-fill analysis shows that the likelihood of intercepting
soil with exceedances is low. Moreover, all residual soil will be covered with a
composite cap and, therefore, not exposed.

i) If an upper limit on soil reuse criteria is needed, then we propose that the
arsenic limit should be 400 PPM, lead 900 PPM, mercury 8 PPM, copper 500,
and cadmium 40 PPM. These standards comply with a Track 4 cleanup and
are protective of public health and the environment.

c) The Developer proposes to leave the soil in place west of the Dickson Warehouse
where arsenic exceedances not remediated by USEPA are found unless they are
encountered during construction.

d) The Developer proposes to leave soil on Parcel A with SVOC exceedances to the
RRSCOs in place and/or reused as fill on Parcel A if encountered during
construction. The likelihood of disturbing this soil is small as Parcel A is a fill
area except for the transient and low-sill marinas.

e) The Developer proposes to excavate the soil with excessive PCBs in the
immediate vicinity of boring LT-XC-007. Endpoint sampling will be done to
characterize the PCB content of soil in the walls of the excavation.

f) The Developer proposes to leave in place the soil with excessive pesticides and
cadmium in the central portion of Parcel B under ECs (e.g. 2-ft soil cover,
foundations slabs, roadways, sidewalks, etc.).

The Sl discussed groundwater quality for the Garvies Point Development properties.
Captains Cove had sources of groundwater contamination that were removed during
remediation. The Li Tungsten Rl and ROD didn’t find sources of VOC
contamination on the property. However, the Crown Dykman Site was confirmed as
an upgradient source, and the 1 Garvies Point Road property has been identified as a
potential source that EPA will investigate further.

The Sl also found VOC contamination under Parcel A. Based upon the collected
information the Developer requests that the DEC agree that no further groundwater
cleanup will be required on Captains Cove and Li Tungsten.

The Developer requests that the DEC concur that no sources of groundwater
contamination were found under the Angler’s Club, Pumping Station and Gladsky
ERP properties and, further, that groundwater remediation will not be required under
these properties. In making this request, the Developer notes the following facts:

1750 New Highway, Farmingdale, NY 11735
Phone: 631-390-5755 Fax: 516-740-0071
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a) The groundwater under 1 Garvies Point Road and 40 Garvies Point Road, that are
still under investigation by EPA are upgradient of Doxey, the Pumping Station,
Gladsky, and the Angler’s Club.

b) The situation under Doxey is still under investigation.

c) The Angler’s Club and Pumping Station were investigated with Phase 2, and
Supplementary Phase 2 studies that didn’t find onsite sources of groundwater
contamination. The Sl also agreed with those findings.

The Developer and City thank you for providing responses to these questions and
requests. Please contact me if you need additional information.

Sincerely,

Ellis Koch

Consulting Director

for RXR Glen Isle Partners, LLC

ec: G. Burke, NYSDEC
A. Wiedemer, USEPA
B. Boyd, NYSDOH
T. Graham, RXRGIP
M. Posillico, RXRGIP
M. Machol, COGCIDA
M. Graham, Phillips Lytle
Greg Allen, Allen & Desnoyers
Frank DeVita, Dvirka & Bartilucci
Ann Wager, Greenbaum, Rowe, Smith & Davis

Attachments: Cut-Fill Analysis

1750 New Highway, Farmingdale, NY 11735
Phone: 631-390-5755 Fax: 516-740-0071







Cut-Fill Summary, prepared by RXR Glen Isle Partners, LLC
July 8, 2014.

Cut-Fill Analysis

1. Figure 1 shows the general location where the rough grade cuts and fill will occur.
It shows that most of the site will be filled.

2. Table 1 summarizes the cuts and fill by block # for each activity that will
disturb the ground:
Rough grading (not including demarcation membrane and 2-ft clean fill)
Utility trenches
Drainage line trenches
Stormwater retention structures
Building footing excavations
Elevator pit summary ( a diminimus activity)
Pile displacement

3. Figures 2A and 2 B show the specific areas where excavations and displacement
will occur for the various activites that will potentially disturb the residual soil.

4. Figs 2A/2B show the areas where excavations may encounter soil exceeding

the action levels in the USEPA ROD.
As the land surface elevation will be raised as much as 11 feet
in parcels B, lower C and A, and to a lesser extent in a majority of the remaining
site, and exceedances were not found to be widespread in other parts of the
site during the insurance data gap study, soil with exceedances isn't
anticipated to be encountered in most of the subsurface construction

5. All soil not returned to the excavation from which it came, or disposed as a
result of exceedances will be reused as fill on the property where it was generated.

6. NOTE THAT ALL AREAS OF THE SITE NOT COVERED BY ROADS, FOUNDATIONS, SIDEWALKS
ETC. WILL BE COVERED WITH A DEMARCATION MEMBRANE AND 2 FEET OF CLEAN FILL.
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Figure 1:
General Rough Grade Cut / Fill Summary
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SUMMARY OF CUTS AND FILLS FOR EACH BLOCK

BLOCK A
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 2,633 14,574 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 2,832 2,549
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation 1,457 1,311
Stormwater Retention 2,895 9
Structure
Buﬂdmg_ Footing 6,753 i
Excavation See footnote #2 below
EIe\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 i
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 5,040 -
BLOCK B
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 65 11,093 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 1,965 1,769
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation 215 194
Stormwater Retention 184 20
Structure
Building Footi
EUI |n§ ooting 5812 i
Xcavalion See footnote #2 below
El i
e\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 i
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 5,206 -
BLOCK B'
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 263 8,900 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 1,987 1,788
) . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation 175 158
Stormwater Retention 1,060 106
Structure
Euﬂdmtg_ Footing 6,016 i
Xcavation See footnote #2 below
El i
e\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 i
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 5,319.91 -
BLOCK C
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 1,037 12,293 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 5,123 4,611
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation 634 571
Stormwater Retention 1,493 149
Structure
Euﬂdmtg_ Footing 8,431 i
Xcavation See footnote #2 below
El i
e\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 i
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 7,535 -
BLOCK D
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 200 11,854 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 4,482 4,034
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation - -
Stormwater Retention
Structure
Euﬂdmtg_ Footing 2,605 i
Xcavation See footnote #2 below
Elevator Pit at Each 296
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 2,334 -

footnotes:

BLOCK E
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 4 6,605
Existing Building Pad See footnote #2 below
- 2,148
Replacement
Utility Excavation 188 169
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation - -
Stormwater Retention
Structure
Buﬂdmg_ Footing 5,834 )
Excavation See footnote #2 below
EIe\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 )
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 4,915 -
BLOCK F
TYPE CUT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 1,203 6,170 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 47 42
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation - -
Stormwater Retention
Structure
Building Footi
EUI |n§ ooting 1,229 )
Xcavalion See footnote #2 below
El i
e\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 )
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 989 -
BLOCK G
TYPE CcuT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 610 1,200 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 980 882
) . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation - -
Stormwater Retention
Structure
Euﬂdmtg_ Footing 1,698 )
Xcavation See footnote #2 below
El i
e\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 )
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 1,167 -
BLOCKH
TYPE CuT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade 5 21,850 See footnote #2 below
Existing Building Pad
Replacement
Utility Excavation 5,067 4,560
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation - -
Stormwater Retention 355 35 |See footnote #2 below
Structure
Buﬂdmg_ Footing 5,309 )
Excavation
El i
e\./ator l.°|t.at Each 296 )
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 4,210 -
BLOCK |
TYPE CuT FILL COMMENT
Rough Grade - 29,376
Existing Building Pad 2937 See footnote #2 below
Replacement ’
Utility Excavation 3,474 3,127
. . . See footnote #1 below
Drainage Line Excavation - -
Stormwater Retention 3,915 397
Structure
Euﬂdmtg_ Footing 6,481 )
xcavation See footnote #2 below
Elevator Pit at Each 296
Major Building (16 total)
Pile Displacement 5,040 -

#1: Cut-Fill for utility trenches is net zero displacement except in areas shown on Figures 2A/2B where there is a potential for

#2: All cuts not placed back in the excavation from where they came will be used as fill on the property

Does not include the demarcation membrane and 2-ft of clean fill.

soil with exceedances to be encountered. In this case the soil with exceedances will be handled per the SMP.

where they were generated as shown on Figure 1 and Table 1, except in areas shown on Figures 2A/2B where
there is a potential for encountering soil with exceedances. In these cases the soil with exceedances will be handled per the SMP.
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Figure 2A - Eastern Area
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Figure 2B - Western Area
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